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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . This action is in reply to the amendment and remarks filed on 1 0/02/2008. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, have been amended. 

3. Claims 12 and 13 have been newly added. 

4. Claims 1-13 are currently pending and have been examined. 

5. Claims 1-13 are rejected. 

6. This is a second subsequent FINAL Rejection. The previous final rejection was vacated due to a 
typographical error. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-13 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's amendments have necessitated the new grounds of 
rejection. Examiner's interpretations and assertions are set forth with the rejections below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-4, 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Narayan et al. 
United States Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0026399 in view of Roberts et al (herein 
after Roberts) United States Patent No.: 4,648,038. 



Application/Control Number: 10/616,224 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3691 

9. As per Claim 1 , Narayan et al disclose the following limitations: 

■ a matching processor having an associated memory forming one or more orderbooks 
wherein both fixed-income instruments paying a coupon referred to as bonds, and fixed- 
income instruments not paying a coupon, referred to as stripped bonds, are traded (see 
at least Narayan paragraphs 0012-0014, 0016, 0020, 0026, 0049). 

Narayan does not disclose the following limitation. Roberts, however, teaches the limitation as 
follows: 

■ a data processing module for creating a new derived order in a bond orderbook for a 
bond derived from one or more orders placed in a stripped bond orderbook for stripped 
bonds associated with the bond in the order to increase trade matching opportunities in 
the bond orderbook (see at least Roberts column 3, lines 13-20; column 4, lines 39-50; 
column 6, lines 31-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to specifically include deriving bond prices from information related to 
stripped bonds. One would be motivated to do so to accurately match orders and provide the 
customer the required hedge or return on investment (see at least Roberts column 3, lines 40-48 
and lines 52-62). It is further pointed out that Narayan (in paragraph 0026) clearly discloses an 
order interpretation module that receives orders, matches orders and executes a trade upon 
detecting a match. These are the obvious equivalents of a functional orderbook. In response to 
the applicant's contention that neither reference discloses or suggests matching orders. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. Narayan clearly discloses an electronic database that receives 
stores, matches and processes orders from users (see Narayan paragraph 0022, 0026, 0029). It 
is also well known in the art that trading zero-coupon bonds or stripped bonds is analogous to 
trading bonds. Zero coupon bonds are a subset of coupon bonds. Therefore under the broadest 
reasonable interpretation the trading of zero coupons are interpreted similar to the trading 
(creating, matching, carrying out the trade) of regular coupon bonds. As presented by the claims 
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(bond orderbook) the difference in trading zero coupon bonds or coupon bonds is non-functional. 
The functional steps are creating or forming an order, matching, aggregating and/or trading. 

10. Claims 2 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Narayan et al. 
United States Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0026399 in view of Mosler et al United 
States Patent No.: 6,304,858 B1 

1 1 . As per claims 2 and 7, Narayan discloses the following limitations: 

■ receiving from a trader a bond order to buy or sell a bond (see at least Narayan 
paragraphs 0016, 0026). 

Narayan does not specifically disclose the following limitation. Mosler, however, teaches: 

■ matching said bond order against a number of stripped bonds that aggregated forms a 

bond corresponding to said bond order (see at least Mosler column 22, lines 55-63; 
column 23, lines 20-23; lines 36-50; column 24, lines 56-67; column 25, lines 29-36, 
Figure 5a, 5b and ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to specifically incorporate various units of securities that match the 
characteristics of the bond order and the available securities within the system. One would be 
motivated to do so to increase the efficiency of the trade process, reduce the element of human 
error through automation, provide the best possible match results for an optimum return of 
investment and hedge against risk (see at least Mosler column 22, lines 59-63). The rejection of 
the claim is based on the combination of Narayan and Mosler. Narayan clearly discloses 
matching received orders in paragraph 0026. Mosler teaches the aggregation of cash flows upon 
maturities of contracts comprising of bonds and zero coupon bonds that are used to hedge risk. It 
is obvious that they are utilizing the yield curve to match and combine yields upon maturities of 
various bond elements of a contract. In response to applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F. 2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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12. As per claims 3 and 8, Narayan discloses the following limitations: 

■ Matching the bond order against bids or offers for conventional bonds (see at least 
Narayan paragraphs 0011, 0013, 0016, 0026, 0029). 

13. As per claims 4 and 9, Narayan discloses a trading system with specified parameters for the 
security to be traded. Narayan does not disclose the following limitation. Mosler, however, 
teaches the following limitations: 

■ Before the bond order is matched against the number of aggregated stripped bonds 
checking if there is a current price for all stripped bonds required for the match (see at 
least Mosler column 22, lines 55-63; column 24, lines 28-34, 44-53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to specifically include checking the current price. One would be motivated 
to do so to provide the best possible trading price or margin and hence a better return on the 
investment or trade (see at least Mosler column 24, lines 39-43). It is also well known in the art 
and obvious to check the latest prices before executing the trade to give the customer the best 
price of an option and reduce any losses. Mosler discloses checking prices (column 24, lines 25- 
34). 

14. Claims 5 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Narayan et al. 
United States Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0026399 in view of Mosler et al United 
States Patent No.: 6,304,858 B1 in further view of Halpern United States Patent Application 
Publication No.: 2002/0035532 A1. 

15. As per claims 5 and 10, Narayan discloses a trading system with user specified parameters for 
the security to be traded. Narayan does not disclose the limitation below. Halpern, however, 
teaches the following limitations: 

■ if a price exists for all required stripped bonds but one, generating a derived order for the 
missing stripped bond (see Halpern paragraphs 0052, 0053, 0056, 0058). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to include matching and deriving orders for bonds and stripped bonds. 
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One would be motivated to do so to provide a customer with a useful method to hedge their risk 
or make a profit on their investment through accessing a broader range of bonds, stripped or non- 
stripped and/ or a combination of both (see Halpern paragraph 0002). 

16. Claims 6 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Narayan et al. 
United States Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0026399 in view of Halpern United States 
Patent Application Publication No.: 2002/0035532 A1 and in further view of Roberts United States 
Patent No.: 4,648,038. 

17. As per claim 6, Narayan teaches the following limitations: 

■ receiving a stripped bond order to buy or sell a stripped bond (see at least Narayan 
paragraphs 0016, 0026). 

■ matching said stripped bond order against existing bids or offers (see at least paragraphs 
0026, 0030, 0052). 

Narayan does not teach the following limitations. Roberts however, discloses the limitations as 
follows: 

■ generating a derived bond order based on a number of stripped bond orders (see at least 
Roberts column 5, lines 49-52, 60-67; column 6, lines 1-13) 

Narayan does not teach the following limitations. Halpern, however, discloses the following 

■ forming a combination trade between all stripped bonds required for a match against said 
bond order, including said stripped bond order, and said bond (see at least Halpern 
paragraphs 0016, 0020, 0022, 0025 and 0028). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to combine trading of multiple stripped bonds matching a bond order 
placed by a customer. One would be motivated to do so to optimize the trading process and to 
encourage quick and convenient transactions resulting in profitable returns on the investments. It 
would make investing in such instruments more cost effective. It would have also been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have generated (interpreted as 
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created) a derived bond order based on number of stripped bond orders to modify the bond order 
matching module of Narayan. One would be motivated to do so to realize benefits of coupon 
stripping and realizing the profits upon redeeming such securities (see Roberts column 3, lines 3- 
6, lines 30-35). Halpern clearly discloses forming a combination trade in Figure 4, paragraphs 
0016, and 0025. 

18. As per claim 11, Narayan teaches the following limitations: 

■ receive a stripped bond order to buy or sell a stripped bond (see at least Narayan 
paragraphs 0016,0022) 

Narayan does not specifically teach the following. Halpern, however, teaches the following 
limitations: 

■ match said stripped bond order against existing bids or offers such that when said 
matching occurs for a pending bid or offer resulting from a derived order generated in 
response to trying to match a bond order for a bond against a number of stripped bonds 
and form as a combination trade between all stripped bonds required for a match against 
said bond order, including said stripped bond order, and said bond (see Halpern 
paragraphs 0016, 0025, 0028). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to incorporate specifically, means for trading of multiple stripped bonds 
matching a bond order placed by a customer. One would be motivated to do so to optimize the 
trading process for quicker and convenient transactions resulting in profitable returns on the 
investments. It would make investing in such instruments more cost effective. Automation would 
lead to less human errors as well as a high degree of accuracy in processing the orders. 

19. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Narayan et al. 
and Mosler as applied to claim 2 and 7 above and in further view of Halpern United States Patent 
Application Publication No.: 2002/0035532 A1 
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■ storing in a bond orderbook the bond order received from a trader to buy or sell a bond, 
and aggregating the number of stripped bonds in a stripped bond orderbook in response 
to the bond order (see at least Halpern paragraphs 0016, 0020, 0021, 0025, and 0028). 

■ wherein the matching includes matching the bond order with the aggregated number of 
stripped bonds which form the bond corresponding to the bond order (see at least 
Halpern paragraphs 0016, 0020, 0021 , 0025-0026 and Figure 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand 
the system of Narayan to include storing bond orders, matching them and creating new orders for 
bonds and stripped bonds. One would be motivated to do so to provide a customer with a useful 
method to hedge their risk or make a profit on their investment through accessing a broader 
range of bonds yields at various maturities (see Halpern paragraph 0002, 0058, 0070). 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of 
this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, 
and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS 
from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Abhishek Vyas whose telephone number is 571-270-1836. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 7:30am-5:00pm EST Mon-Thur, ALT Friday OFF. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Alexander 
Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
A. V. 

Examiner, Art Unit 3691 
/Alexander Kalinowski/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



